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The  fundamental  task  of  the  Federal  government  is  to 

PROTECT  THE  LIVES  AND  LIBERTIES  OF  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  ... 

IN  A  WORLD  WHICH  IS  DIFFICULT.,  TENSE.,  AND  DANGEROUS  FOR 
THOSE  WHO  SEEK  TO  LIVE  IN  FREEDOM  AND  DIGNITY. 

"Military  strength  is  an  essential  element  of  national 
SECURITY;  GIVEN  THE  WORLD  SITUATION.  WHERE;  FOR  20-25  YEARS 

after  World  War  II;  the  superiority  of  U.S.  military  strength 

WAS  HARDLY  QUESTIONED;  THE  EMERGENCE  OF  THE  SOVIET  UNION  AS 
A  "SUPERPOWER"  PUTS  U.S.  NATIONAL  SECURITY  IN  A  DIFFERENT 
LIGHT. 

There  is  consensus  that  U.S.  military  capability  and 

STRENGTH  CAN  BE  DESCRIBED  AS  "SUFFICIENT"  —  TODAY.  THAT 
IS;  WHEN  COMPARED  TO  THE  SOVIET  UNION;  WE  HAVE  PARITY  IN 
SOME  ASPECTS  OF  MILITARY  POWER;  MARKED  SUPERIORITY  IN  SOME 
OTHERS;  AND  A  DEGREE  OF  INFERIORITY  IN  STILL  OTHERS. 

^  HOWEVER;  THE  TRENDS  OVER  A  10-15  YEAR  PERIOD  HAD  BEEN 
DECIDEDLY  ADVERSE;  QUANTITATIVELY  AND  QUALITATIVELY;  AS  WELL 
AS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  KEY  MILITARY  BALANCES;  UNTIL  ARRESTED 
BY  REAL  INCREASES  IN  THE  DEFENSE  BUDGET  IN  FY  1976  AND  FY 
1977.  While  no  one  chart;  statistic  or  trend  can  present 

THE  COMPLETE  PICTURE;  A  SWEEPING  LOOK  AT  LEVEL  OF  EFFORT; 
RESOURCE  ALLOCATION;  PROCUREMENT  AND  R&D  EFFORTS;  EQUIPMENT 


PRODUCTION  RATES,  FORCE  LEVEL  TRENDS,  AND  SHIFTS 
IN  RELATIVE  CAPABILITY  DOES  MAKE  IT  CLEAR  WHAT  HAS  TAKEN 
PLACE.  AN  UNCLASSIFIED  COLLECTION  OF  6RAPHICS  IS  PRESENTED 
HERE,  WITH  EXPLANATORY  NOTES  AND  APPROPRIATE  CAVEATS. 

S'  On  the  basis  of  these  facts  presented,  one  can  make  a 

JUDGMENT  WITH  REGARD  TO  THE  EFFORT  REQUIRED  TO  PREVENT 
RECURRENCE  OF  TRENDS  IN  THE  MILITARY  BALANCE  WHICH  ARE 
ADVERSE  TO  U.S.  NATIONAL  SECURITY.. 

A 

It  is  my  conviction  that  the  American  people  are  not 

WILLING  TO  ACCEPT  A  POLICY  OF  INFERIORITY . 


GEO-POLITICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

•  ECONOMIC  INTERESTS 

•  POLITICAL  COMPETITION 

•  SUPPORT  OF  FREEDOM 


-ALL  REQUIRE  GLOBAL  MILITARY 
ASSETS  AND  ACCESS 
-ALL  REQUIRE  A  GLOBAL  STRATEGY 


GEO-POLITICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

U.S.  STRATEGIC  INTERESTS  ABROAD  FALL  INTO  THREE  GENERAL  CATEGORIES!  ECONOMIC, 
POLITICAL,  AND  IDEOLOGICAL.  THERE  MAY  BE  CONSIDERABLE  OVERLAPS  AMONG  THESE  CATEGORIES 
DEPENDING  ON  THE  AREA  OF  THE  WORLD  UNDER  CONSIDERATION.  OUR  RELATIONS  WITH  OTHER 
NATIONS  REFLECT  AN  INCREASINGLY  COMPLEX  COMBINATION  OF  THESE  CONSIDERATIONS  AS  THE 
WORLD  BECOMES  MORE  INTERDEPENDENT.  A  SENSIBLE  FOREIGN  POLICY  INVOLVES  ALL  THESE 
FACTORS,  CAREFULLY  BALANCING  THESE  INTERESTS  AND  FORMING  THE  BASIS  FOR  ALLIANCES 
ABROAD  AS  WELL  AS  ASSISTANCE  TO  OTHER  COUNTRIES. 

o  Economic  Interests  --  The  United  States  is  not  an  economic  island.  We 
DEPEND  FOR  OUR  STANDARD  OF  LIVING  AND  ECONOMIC  SECURITY  INCREASINGLY  ON  RAW  MATERIALS 
IMPORTED  FROM  ABROAD,  AND  SOME  OF  THESE  IMPORTS  HAVE  STRATEGIC  VALUE  AS  WELL. 

o  Political  Interests  —  The  vulnerability  of  our  allies,  particularly  in 
Europe  and  Northeast  Asia,  underlines  the  complexity  of  contemporary  U.S.  interests 

AND  THE  DEGREE  TO  WHICH  THEY  ARE  INTERRELATED.  In  A  WORLD  WHERE  STRATEGIC  NUCLEAR 
PARITY  HAS  CAUSED  CONVENTIONAL  POWER  TO  RANK  IN  IMPORTANCE  WITH  NUCLEAR  POWER,  WE 
CANNOT  GO  IT  ALONE. 

o  Ideological  Interests  —  Political  balances  struck  among  nations  in  no 

WAY  MINIMIZE  OUR  DEDICATION  TO  DEMOCRATIC  VALUES  AT  HOME  AND  SUPPORT  OF  THOSE 
BELIEFS  ABROAD.  IT  IS  LOGICAL  THAT  WE  TREAT  DIFFERENTLY  NATIONS  WITHIN  THE  LARGE 
GROUP  THAT  DOES  NOT  PRACTICE  FREEDOM,  DISTINGUISHING  BETWEEN  THOSE  WHICH  ARE 
AGGRESSIVE  AND  DO  NOT  RESPECT  THE  RIGHTS  OF  OTHERS,  AND  THOSE  WHICH  RESPECT  THE 


SELF-DETERMINATION  OF  VALUES. 


DEFENSE  ALLIANCES  ft  TREATIES  WITH  U.S. 


USA 


DEFENSE  ALLIANCES  AND  TREATIES  Him  U.S, 

This  chart  emphasizes  the  mutual  security  aspects  of  our  foreign  policy, 

As  OUR  ECONOMIC,  POLITICAL  AND  STRATEGIC  INTERESTS  ;.AVE  BECOME  INCREASINGLY 
GLOBAL,  AND  AS  A  RESULT  OF  CONTINUING  THREATS  TO  THOSE  INTERESTS,  THE  UNITED 

States  has  entered  into  alliances  and  treaty  commitments  with  43  nations.  While 

THESE  TREATIES  AND  ALLIANCES  ARE  INDIVIDUALLY  TAILORED,  THEY  NONETHELESS  FORM  THE 
BASIS  OF  THE  SECURITY  STRUCTURE  WHICH  HAS  UNDERGIRDED  DETERRENCE  AND  THE  COMMON 
DEFENSE  SINCE  WORLD  WAR  II, 

While  the  nature  of  these  arrangements  has  remained  fairly  stable,  the  rela¬ 
tionships  BETWEEN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND  ITS  ALLIES  ARE  CONTINUALLY  EVOLVING.  IT 
IS,  THEREFORE,  IMPORTANT  TO  RE-EXAMINE  THESE  ALLIANCES  PERIODICALLY  TO  ENSURE 
THAT  THEY  REMAIN  RELEVANT  TO  THE  CHANGING  NEEDS  AND  CIRCUMSTANCES  OF  BOTH  THE 

United  States  and  its  partners. 


k. 


WORLD  TENSION  SPOTS,  1945-1975 


WORLD  TEHS1Q1UPQIS.  -  13^5.-1375 

As  THIS  MAP  INDICATES.  THE  WORIX)  SITUATION  HAS  BEEN  REPLETE  WITH  TENSION  AND 
CONFLICT  SINCE  WORLD  WAR  II.  SOME  OF  THESE  CRISES,  SUCH  AS  THE  CUBAN  MISSILE 

Crisis  or  the  Mayaguez  incident,  were  of  finite  duration,  Others,  however,  are 

RECURRENT,  WITH  ALMOST  CYCLICAL  LEVELS  OF  TENSION. 

Because  peace  is  still  such  a  tenuous  thing,  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of 

U.S.  FOREIGN  POLICY  IS  TO  PREVENT  MINOR  PROBLEMS  AND  TENSIONS  FROM  BECOMING  MAJOR 
CRISES.  In  A  WORLD  AS  UNCERTAIN  AND  UNTIDY  AS  OURS  REMAINS,  IT  IS  ESSENTIAL  FOR 

the  United  States  to  continue  to  protect  its  principles  and  interests  at  home  and 

ABROAD.  Cur  STRENGTH  AND  THE  ROUTINE  DEPLOYMENT  of  OUR  FORCES  OVERSEAS  SERVE  TO 


ENHANCE  STABILITY  IN  THE  WORLD. 


GLOBAL  MILITARY  POWERS -US/USSR 


*  NUCLEAR  CAPABLE  POWERS 


HhERL.  I11L  POWER  IS. 

To  PLACE  U.S,  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  PERSPECTIVE  IN  TODAY'S  WORLD, 

ONE  FACT  MUST  BE  EMPHASIZED  ABOVE  ALL  OTHERS:  THERE  ARE  BUT  TWO  GLOBAL  POWERS  —  THE 

United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  These  two  nations  do  not  share  many  economic 

INTERESTS,  THEY  DIFFER  ON  MOST  POLITICAL  ISSUES.  They  ARE  FUNDAMENTALLY  OPPOSED  IN 
TERMS  OF  BASIC  PRINCIPLES. 

Moreover,  both  are  militarily  strong,  While  there  are  other  nations  with  sig¬ 
nificant  MILITARY  STRENGTH  —  AND  FOUR  OTHER  NATIONS  IN  THE  WORLD  WITH  PROVEN  NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS  CAPABILITIES  —  THE  SOVIET  UNION  AND  THE  U.S.  DOMINATE  CONSIDERATIONS  OF 
GLOBAL  POWER. 

Both  the  USSR  and  the  U.S,  have  sufficient  ANr  diverse  interests  in  the  world,  and 
ENOUGH  POWER,  TO  BECOME  INVOLVED  IN  REGIONAL  CONFLICTS,  WHETHER  IN  THE  MIDDLE  EAST, 

Europe,  Asia,  or  Africa,  It  is  for  these  reasons  that  our  position  relative  to  the 
Soviet  Union  stands  at  the  forefront  of  our  foreign  policy,  our  security  arrangements, 

AND  OUR  MILITARY  PLANNING  AND  POSTURE  AROUND  THE  WORLD, 


INDICATORS  OF  SOVIET  MILITARY  POWER 


ALLOCATION  OF  RESOURCES 

•  DOLLAR  ESTIMATES 

•  RUBLE  ESTIMATES 

•  ECONOMIC  BURDEN 

WEIGHT  OF  INVESTMENT  EFFORT 

•  PEOPLE 

•  FACILITIES 

•  PRODUCTION 

ORDER  OF  BATTLE 

•  FORCE  LEVELS,  MIX,  DEPLOYMENTS,  DOCTRINE 

•  UNIFORMED  MANPOWER 

•  EQUIPMENT,  TRAINING,  READINESS,  EFFECTIVENESS 


IffllfflBBLPF-SmET  KU.mBY.PMER 

There  are  a  number  of  accepted  measures  cf  military  power.  These  measures  —  the 

ALLOCATION  OF  NATIONAL  RESOURCES  TO  THE  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT/  THE  WEIGHT  OF  INVEST¬ 
MENT  EFFORT  IN  MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL  ACTIVITIES/  AND  THE  CURRENT  ORDER  CF  BATTLE  OR 
MILITARY  CAPABILITIES  —  REVEAL  A  SUBSTANTIAL  GROWTH  IN  THE  SOVIET  UNION'S  MILITARY 
POWER  OVER  THE  LAST  1C— 15  YEARS.  CERTAINLY/  THERE  ARE  ASPECTS  OF  MILITARY  POWER 
WHERE  THE  SOVIET  UNION  HAS  SHOWN  LITTLE  IMPROVEMENT/  BUT  THESE  ARE  THE  RARE  EXCEPTIONS. 

When  these  measures  are  used  as  the  basis  for  a  comparison  of  U,S.  and  Soviet 

MILITARY  POWER/  THE  AGGREGATE  PICTURE  THEY  FORM  IS  CLEAR.  COMPARISONS  USING  THESE 
MEASURES  ARE  PRESENTED  IN  THE  PAGES  THAT  FOLLOW. 


U.S.  AND  SOVIET  DEFENSE  PROGRAM  TRENDS 
(U.S.  Outlays  and  Estimated  Dollar  Costs  of  Soviet  Programs) 

(Constant  FY  1978  Dollars) 


BILLION 
FY  1978  DOLLARS 


76  TRANSITION  QUARTER  IS  EXCLUOEQ  FOR 
COMPARABILITY  US  AND  USSR 


U.S A  m  SOVIET.  DEFENSE- PROGRAM  .TRENDS 

While  reductions  in  real  terms  have  been  going  on  in  the  U.S.,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  been  moving  steadily  in  an  upward  direction, 

The  intelligence  community  has  worked  at  the  task  of  estimating  the  magnitude 
of  Soviet  effort,  and  there  remains  some  difference  among  analysts  as  to  the 
absolute  value  of  military  efforts  in  their  controlled  economy.  However,  the 
LATEST  ESTIMATE,  COMPLETED  IN  JANUARY  1977,  SHOWS  THAT  THE  CONSTANT  1978  DOLLAR 
VALUE  OF  THE  RESOURCES  ALLOCATED  TO  SOVIET  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  APPEARS  TO  HAVE  GROWN 
FROM  1CW  BILLION  IN  196H  TO  1H9  BILLION  IN  1976,  AN  AVERAGE  ANNUAL  INCREASE  OF 
JUST  OVER  3*. 

The  chart  compares  estimated  Soviet  program  costs  with  comparable  costs  of 
U.S.  DEFENSE  PROGRAMS.  In  1975,  THE  U.S.  DEFENSE  BUDGET  HAD  DECREASED  IN  REAL 
TERMS  (CORRECTED  FOR  INFLATION)  BY  ALMOST  ONE-THIRD  FROM  THE  1968  WARTIME  PEAK, 
Today,  in  real  terms  (corrected  for  inflation),  it  is  12%  below  the  prewar,  196H 
LEVEL. 


m 


Estimated  Soviet 

Expenditures  for  Defense,  1970-1975 

Billion  Rubles 


n  Estimate  delmed  as  the  Soviets  might  vie*  then  Oetense  ettoit 
i  1  Estimate  defined  lot  comparison  with  US  accounts 


SOVIET  EXPEHCITVRES  EM  HEEOSLt  1970-75 

The  previous  chart  did  not  present  data  on  Soviet  defense  expenditures.  It 

PRESENTED  THE  DOLLAR  COSTS  OF  THE  U.S.  CREATING  FORCES  AND  PROGRAMS  SIMILAR  TO  THOSE 

of  the  Soviet  Union.  The  above  chart  portrays  a  CIA  estimate  (May  1970  of  actual 
Soviet  Expenditures  in  constant  rueles  (corrected  for  inflation)  for  FY  1970-75.  The 

CURVE  DOES  NOT  GO  BACK  BEYOND  197C  BECAUSE  A  SOVIET  PRICE  REFORM  IN  THE  LATE  1C6CS 
INTRODUCED  MAJOR  DISCONTINUITIES  IN  THE  DATA  BASE. 

The  most  recent  CIA  estimate  states  that  Soviet  expenditures  for  defense  have 
INCREASED  EVERY  YEAR  SINCE  197C,  AS  SHOWN  ABOVE,  The  RATE  OF  GROWTH  IN  RUBLE  OUTLAYS 
AVERAGED  A-5M  PER  YEAR  DURING  THE  ENTIRE  197C-75  PERIOD,  WITH  RELATIVELY  HICHER  GROWTH 
RATES  OCCURRING  IN  THE  LATTER  HALF  OF  THAT  PERIOD.  THUS,  THERE  APPEARS  TO  BE  AN 
ACCELERATION  IN  THE  GROWTH  OF  SOVIET  DEFENSE  OUTLAYS. 

Cased  on  these  data,  this  CIA  estimate  describes  the  burden  of  defense  spending 
on  the  Soviet  economy  as  being  11-13  percent  of  their  Cross  IIational  Product  (GliD. 

In  contrast,  the  U.S.  defense  budget  represents  about  5Y  percent  of  U.S.  GNP, 


U.S./U.S.S.R.  MIILITARY  MANPOWER 


MANPOWER 

IN 


FISCAL  YEAR 

'J  EXCLUDES  MILITARIZED  SECURITY  FORCES 


U.S./USSR  MILITARY  jjM 

The  Soviets  have  increased  the  number  of  men  under  arms  (not  including  some 
400,000  MILITARY  SECURITY  FORCES)  FROM  3.4  TO  4.4  MILLION  SINCE  1964. 

During  the  same  period,  U.S,  uniformed  military  strength  increased  from  a 
PREWAR  1964  LEVEL  OF  2.7  MILLION  TO  A  PEAK  OF  3,5  MILLION  DURING  THE  WAR  IN 
Southeast  Asia,  then  declined  to  2.1  million  today.  There  are  fewer  Americans  in 
UNIFORM  TODAY  THAN  AT  ANY  TIME  SINCE  THE  FALL  OF  1950. 


COMPARATIVE  U.S.  AND  SOVIET 
TECHNOLOGICAL  INVESTMENT 


U.SL  A*0  SOVIET  MILITARY  INVESTMENT 
(Pi ocui <ment,  Eitilitm,  flOT&E> 
g,H,on  (Constant  FY  1918  Dol*i'il 

F  Y  1978 


US 'U  SSR  ENGINEERS 
ANO  SCIENTISTS  f  NCACEO  IN  RAO 


Billion  U.S.  ANO  SOVIET  MILITARY  ROT&E 

Fv  ’978  ;Coflv!«ni  FY  1978  OoMjh> 


GRADUATING  US  USSR  ENGAEERS 
WITH  CACHE l OP  OEGREES 


CCflPARATIVL  ILSx  AX  SOVIET  TECHfiQ LOGICAL  lflYLSTIM 

The  Soviets  have  developed  an  industrial  base  which  has  quantitatively  out¬ 
produced  the  L'.S.  in  most  categories  op  military  hardware.  Their  investment  in  a 
large  scientific  base  has  led  to  the  development  of  increasingly  sophisticated 
systems.  The  weight  of  effort  and  the  momentum  which  the  Soviet  Union  has  developed 
is  clear. 

As  the  charts  above  on  the  left  show,  over  the  past  1C-12  years,  Soviet 

INVESTMENT,  IN  REAL  TERMS,  IN  DEVELOPMENT  AND  PROCUREMENT  OF  NEW  SYSTEMS  ANL 
PRODUCTION  FACILITIES  HAS  CLEARLY  EXCEEDED  THAT  OF  THE  L'.S,  The  CHART  ON  THE  TOP 
LEFT  DISPLAYS  AGGREGATED  DATA.  MILITARY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  IS  SHOWN  IN  THE 
CHART  ON  THE  LOWER  LEFT. 

The  charts  on  the  right  reveal  the  long  term  commitment  that  the  Soviets  are 


MAKING  TO  A  HIGH  LEVEL  OF  TECHNOLOGICAL  PROGRESS  THROUGH  THE  TRAINING  AND  ASSIGNMENT 
OF  A  WORKFORCE  THAT  HAS  HIGH  TECHNICAL  SKILLS. 


COMPARISON  OF  NUMBERS  OF  NEW  SYSTEMS 


DEVELOPED  DURING  1965-1976  BY  U.S.  AND  U.S.S.R. 


USSR 


US 


USSR 


US 


USSR 


FIXED  WING  HELICOPTERS 
AIRCRAFT 


STRATEGIC  TACTICAL 
OFFENSIVE  MISSILES 
MISSILES 


1975-1976 
1970  74 
1965-1969 

□ 


USSR  Li 


US 


USSR 


SURFACE  SUBMARINES 
SHIPS 


COMPARISON  OF  NUMBERS  OF  NEW  SYSTEMS  DEVELOPED 
DURING  ia55zl2Z£  DY  U.S.  AND  U.S.S.R. 

The  chart  compares  the  number  of  new  aircraft,  missile  systems,  ahe  ship 

DEVELOPMENTS  OVER  THE  LAST  ELEVEN  YEARS.  OWING  TO  THE  UNCERTAINTIES  CAUSED  BY 
INTELLIGENCE  LAGS,  THE  ESTIMATES  OF  NEWLY  DEVELOPED  SOVIET  SYSTEMS  MAY  BE  UNDERSTATED, 
As  TIME  PASSES  WE  MAY  DISCOVER  ADDITIONAL  SYSTEMS  THAT  WERE  ACTUALLY  DEVELOPED 

DURING  1965-1976 . 

During  the  period  indicated,  the  Soviets  developed  more  new  systems  in  five 


OF  THE  SIX  CATEGORIES,  HELICOPTERS  BEING  THE  EXCEPTION, 


US  AND  SOVIET  ICBM  DEVELOPMENTS v 


YEAR  OI=  INITIAL  OPERATIONAL  CAPABILITY 

1/The  numbers  in  parentheses  represent  t  v?  number  of  independently 
targetable  re-entry  vehicles  associated  with  each  missile 


U.S.  AND  SOVIET  ICBM  DEVELOPMENTS 

This  chart  illustrates  the  emphasis  the  Soviet  Union  has  placed  on  the 
MODERNIZATION  OF  ITS  ICBM  FORCE  DURING  THE  PAST  15  YEARS.  WHILE  THE  U.S.  HAS 
DEVELOPED  ONLY  ONE  NEW  SYSTEM  SINCE  19C5,  THE  Ml NUTEMAN  III,  THE  SOVIET  UNION  HAS 
developed  seven  new  ICBM’s  in  the  same  time  period. 

More  important  than  the  numbers  of  new  types  of  missiles  is  the  fact  that 
THREE  OF  THE  SOVIET'S  NEWEST  ICBM'S,  THE  SS"17,  SS-18  AND  SS-19,  ARE  LARGE-THNOW- 
WEIGHT  MIRVed  ICBM'S  THAT  COULD,  BY  THE  EARLY  19S0'S,  PROVIDE  A  COUNTERFORCE 
CAPABILITY  FAR  IN  EXCESS  OF  THAT  POSSESSED  BY  OUR  CURRENT  MlNUTEMAN  FORCE. 


( 

j 

! 

j 

.! 
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SS-16 


FORCE  LEVELS 


CHANGES  IN  U.S./U.S.S.R.  STRATEGIC  FORCE  LEVELS 


ICBMs  SlBMs  BOMBERS 


END  FISC Ai  YEAR 


QMGES.1N  STRATEGIC  BUCLEAR  FORCES-  -  U.S^ILS^A, 

The  Soviets  have  increased  their  ICBM's  from  approximately  225  in  15C5  to 
ABOUT  1,55C  TODAY,  HAVING  OVERTAKEN  THE  U.S.  IN  THE  LATE  19G0's. 

The  number  of  Soviet  submarine-launched  ballistic  missiles  has  grown  from  2S 
TO  MORE  THAN  £00,  WHILE  THE  U.S.  LEVELED  OFF  AT  65G  IN  THE  LATE  1960's. 

In  bomber  forces,  the  U.S.  maintains  a  lead, 

These  comparisons  do  not  address  the  evolving  qualitative  differences  in  the 


two  FORCES. 


US/USSR  STRATEGIC  NUCLEAR  FORCE  MIX 


WARHEADS 


U.S./U.S.S.R.  STRATEGIC  KUCIEAR  FORCE  MIX 
The  strategic  nuclear  forces  of  the  U.S,  and  U.S.S.R.,  while  roughly 

EQUIVALENT,  ARE  ASYMMETRICAL.  THE  MAJOR  ASYMMETRIES  BETWEEN  THE  TWO  FORCES 
ARE  SHOWN  BY  COMPARING  THE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  WARHEADS  AND  MEGATONNAGE  AMONG 
DELIVERY  SYSTEMS. 

The  U.S.  relies  much  more  heavily  on  its  bomber  force  tiiaii  does  the  U.S.S.R., 
the  Soviets  having  put  most  of  their  emphasis  on  the  development  and  deployment 
of  ICBMs.  Both  countries  reduced  their  initial  reliance  on  bombers  by  the 
introduction  of  ICBMs  and.,  subsequently,  strengthened  their  overall  deterrent 
by  the  introduction  of  SLBMs. 


i 


US/USSR  STRATEGIC  FORCES  ADVANTAGE 


FIGURE  1 


LECEIVO 

EMT-  YIELD  W 
TW  «  THROWWEICHT 

SNOV  *  STRftTEGlC  NUCLEAR  DELIVERY  VEHICLE 
WARHEADS  -  BALLISTIC  MISSILE  REENTRY 
VEHICLES  ANO  AIRCRAFT  OE 
LWEREO  WARHEADS. 


This  chart  —  which  includes  strategic  bomber  forces,  ICDM's  and  SLSM's  — 

SHOWS  THAT  THE  ADVANTAGE  SHIFTED  MARKEDLY  AWAY  FROM  THE  U. S.  TOWARD  AN  EQUILIBRIUM  IN 
THE  EARLY  L970S.  ABOVE  THE  HORIZONTAL  LINE  WHICH  DIVIDES  THE  CHART,  THE  ADVANTAGE 
RESIDES  WITH  THE  U.S,,  BELOW  THE  LINE,  IT  FALLS  TO  THE  U.S.S.R. 

Taking  current  Soviet  and  U.S.  developments  into  consideration,  we  expect  a 
continued  Soviet  advantage  in  strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles  (SNDV),  throwweight 
(TW),  AND  EQUIVALENT  MEGATONS  (C’T),  ALTHOUGH  THE  U.S.  SHOULD  RETAIN  A  LEAD  IN 
NUMBERS  OF  WARHEADS, 


THROWWEIGHT  -  WARHEADS 


MEASURES  OF  THE  STRATEGIC  BALANCE 
-ON-LINE  FORCES- 


WARHEADS 


THROW-WEIGHT  TOTAL  HARD  TARGET  KILL 


U.S./U.S.5.R.  PROJECTED  NUCLEAR  INVENTORIES 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  individual  elements  of  the  total  strategic  nuclear 
INVENTORY,  INCLUDING  MISSILES  (SLEMs  AND  ICBfls)  AND  BOMBERS,  PROJECTED  TRENDS 
INDICATE  A  U.S.  LEAD  IN  NUMBERS  OF  WARHEADS,  BUT  THE  U.S.S.R,  WOULD  MAINTAIN  AN 
ADVANTAGE  IN  MEGATONS  AND  THROWWEIGHT.  CALCULATIONS  OF  HARD  TARGET  KILL  CAPABILITY 
SHOW  THAT  WE  EXPECT  THE  U.S,  TO  ENJOY  AN  ADVANTAGE  IN  THE  FUTURE. 

The  illustrations  are  based  on  force  structures  which  assume  adherence  to  the 
LIMITATIONS  OF  2,400  STRATEGIC  NUCLEAR  DELIVERY  VEHICLES  (SNDV)  AND  1,320  MULTIPLE 
INDEPENDENTLY  TARGETED  REENTRY  VEHICLES  (MIRV)  AS  DISCUSSED  IN  VLADIVOSTOK. 


US  SILO  SUHLfiVAG!UTY 

SENSITIVITY  TO  SOVIET  ACCURACY 

SURVIVING  SILO 


U.S.  I  CBM  SILO  SURVIVABILITY  IS  HIGHLY  SENSITIVE  TO  OUR  UNCERTAINTY  ABOUT  THE 
ACCURACY  OF  THE  NEW  GENERATIONS  OF  SOVIET  ICEf’S. 

If  Soviet  accuracy  is  as  good  as  we  believe  possible,  then  a  very  large  Soviet 
ATTACK  ON  U.S.  I CBM  SILOS  COULD  DESTROY  MANY  OF  THEM  AS  EARLY  AS  THE  END  OF  FY  1S7S. 
If  Soviet  missiles  are  less  accurate,  then  U.S.  JCBfl  silos  will  be  considerably 

LESS  VULNERABLE  IN  THE  NEAR  TERM.  HOWEVER,  IT  IS  REASONABLY  CERTAIN  THAT  BY  THE 
MID-198C'S  ONLY  A  FRACTION  OF  THE  U.S.  SILOS  WOULD  SURVIVE, 

It  SHOULD  BE  NOTED  THAT  THIS  CHART  IS  BASED  ON  THE  PESSIMISTIC  ASSUMPTION  OF 
A  PERFECTLY  COORDINATED  AND  VERY  URGE  SOVIET  ATTACK. 


STRATEGIC  FORCES  BALANCE 


U.S.  LEADS 


USSR  LEADS 


•  LONG  RANGE  BOMBERS 

•  MIRVed  LAUNCHERS 


OFFENSIVE  FORCES 


•  ICBM  LAUNCHERS 

•  SLBM  LAUNCHERS 


•  DELIVERABLE  WARHEADS 

•  HARD  TARGET  DESTRUC¬ 

TION  POTENTIAL  (DUE 
MAINLY  TO  BOMBERS  AND 
MISSILE  ACCURACY) 

•  LOOK-DOWN/SHOOT-DOWN 

INTERCEPTORS 

•  AWACS  DEVELOPMENT 


OFFENSIVE  FORCE 
CAPABILITIES 


•  THROWWEIGHT 

•  MEGATDNNAGE 

•  LAND  MOBILE  ICBMs 


DEFENSIVE  FORCES 


DEFENSIVE  FORCE 
CAPABILITIES 


•  SAMS 

•  AIR  DEFENSE  INTERCEPTORS 

•  OVER  THE  HORIZON  RADARS 

•  CIVIL  DEFENSE 


THE  S1RAIES1C  BALANCE. 

Asymmetries  that  influence  an  assessment  of  the  strategic  balance  today  are 
shown  above.  They  include  the  following; 

U.S.  ADVANTAGES; 

0  A  superior  bomber  force. 

o  ("ore  Multiple  Independently-targetable  Reentry  Vehicle  (MIRV) 
launchers  and  deliverable  warheads. 
o  Superior  ballistic  missile  guidance  systems. 

Soviet  Union  advantages. 

o  Larger  numbers  of  ballistic  missiles  with  significantly  greater 

DESTRUCTION  POTENTIAL  (THROW-WEIGHT  AND  hEGATONNAGE) . 

o  More  air  defense  radars,  surface-to-air  missiles  and  air  defense 
INTERCEPTORS. 

When  all  factors  are  considered,  one  must  conclude  that  near-parity  in  strategic 
NUCLEAR  FORCES  EXISTS  TODAY  BETWEEN  THE  U.S.  AND  SOVIET  UNION. 

However,  the  growing  numbers  and  technological  sophistication  of  Soviet 

STRATEGIC  FORCES  SUGGEST  THAT,  UNLESS  COUNTERED,  THE  STRATEGIC  BALANCE  THAT  EXISTS 
TODAY  COULD  SHIFT  IN  FAVOR  OF  THE  SOVIET  UNION  IN  THE  PERIOD  AHEAD. 


SOVIET  CONVENTIONAL  WEAPON  ADVANCES 
1967  -  1977 


WEAPON  ADVANCES  FORCE  IMPLICATIONS 


E> 


e> 


ADVANCES  IN  SOVIET.  CQHYEHIlflML  HIAPMS 

For  some  time,  the  Soviets  have  stressed  an  offensive  doctrine  emphasizing 

FAST-MOVING  3UTZKRIEG-TYPE  WARFARE.  In  THE  PAST  DECADE  THEY  HAVE  MADE  PROGRESS 
TOWARD  BUILDING  A  FORCE  WHICH  COULD  IMPLEMENT  THIS  DOCTRINE.  SINCE  THE  MID-1960S 
THEY  HAVE  INTRODUCED  FOUR  TYPES  OF  AIRCRAFT  (IN  EIGHT  NEW  MODELS)  TO  SUPPORT 
CONVENTIONAL  COMBAT  AND  PROVIDED  THEIR  GROUND  FORCES  WITH  A  NEW  GENERATION  OF 
WEAPONS  IN  MOST  MAJOR  CATEGORIES. 

These  weapons,  in  most  cases,  have  sophisticated  new  designs.  For  example, 
Soviet  divisions  have  been  equipped  with  as  many  as  five  different  surface-to-air 
GUN  AND  MISSILE  SYSTEMS,  DESIGNED  WITH  CAPABILITIES  THAT  OVERLAP.  THESE  SYSTEMS 
USE  DIFFERENT  METHODS  TO  ACQUIRE,  TRADE  AND  ENGAGE  THEIR  AIRCRAFT  TARGETS. 

Improvements  in  ground-based  air  defense  have  freed  much  of  the  Soviets'  tactical 

AVIATION  TO  SUPPORT  GROUND  OPERATIONS. 

Modern  Soviet  armored  personnel  carriers  are  configured  to  allow  troops  to 

FIGHT  FROM  WITHIN  THE  VEHICLE.  THEY  MOUNT  ANTI-TANK  WEAPONS  WHICH  CAN  BE  FIRED 
FROM  WITHIN  THE  ARMOR  PROTECTION  OF  THE  VEHICLES.  THE  NEW  SOVIET  MEDIUM  TANK, 

WHICH  IS  COMPARABLE  TO  THE  MOST  MODERN  NATO  TANKS  NOW  DEPLOYED,  IS  BEING  INTRODUCED 

in  Europe  at  an  unprecedented  rate  to  replace  older,  less  capable  tanks. 


-  IMPROVED  PROTECTION  FOR 

MEN  AND  EQUIPMENT 

-  INCREASED  FIREPOWER 

-  INCREASED  MOBILITY 

-  BETTER  AIR  DEFENSE 


-  GROUND  ATTACK  CAPABILITY 

-  INCREASED  PAYLOAD  AND 

RANGE 


GROUND  WEAPONS 
TANKS 

ARMORED  PERSONNEL 
CARRIERS 

ARTILLERY 

ANTI-AIRCRAFT 


-  AIRCRAFT 


-  IMPROVED  ARMOR 

-  IMPROVED  FIRE  CONTROL 

-  NEW  GUN  SYSTEMS 

-  SELF  PROPELLED  ARTILLERY/ 

AIR  DEFENSE 

-  NEW  MISSILES 

-  MORE  TRACKED  MOBILITY 

-  IMPROVED  AIRFRAMES 

-  IMPROVED  AVIONICS 

-  IMPROVED  MUNITIONS 
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TRENDS  IN  US/USSR  PRODUCTION 
OF  GROUND  FORCE  EQUIPMENT 
1966-1976 


o  I  -  l  -  l  I  i  ' 

1966  68  10  12  14  1916 


ESI  I  HATED  U.S./U.S.S.R.  PRODUCTION  QF  AIR-GROUND  MAfiEARE.EQUiP.MDlT 

During  the  past  10  years,  the  U.S,  has  produced  fewer  of  most  major  items  of  air- 
ground  WARFARE  EQUIPMENT  THAN  HAS  THE  SOVIET  UNION, 

OVER  THE  PAST  DECADE  THE  SOVIETS  HAVE  CONSISTENTLY  OUTPRODUCED  THE  U.S.  IN 
TANKS,  APC'S  (ARMORED  PERSONNEL  CARRIERS),  AND  ARTILLERY.  THE  RECENT  DECLINE  IN  SOVIET 
TANK  PRODUCTION  WAS  PROBABLY  DUE  TO  THE  RETOOLING  NECESSARY  FOR  PRODUCING  THEIR  NEW 
TANK,  THE  T-72. 

Soviet  production  of  tactical  aircraft  and  helicopters  now  exceeds  U.S. 

LEVELS.  ftuCH  OF  THEIR  CURRENT  PRODUCTION  IS  COMPOSED  OF  REASONABLY  SOPHISTICATED 
MODELS. 

The  U.S.  leads  in  the  production  of  antitank  missiles  and  U.S,  systems  are 
MORE  SOPHISTICATED  THAN  THE  OLDER  GENERATION  SOVIET  SAGGERS  AND  SWATTERS. 


ESTIMATED  U.S./USSR  RELATIVE 
PRODUCTION  RATES 

(1972-1976) 


m  - 

USSR 

1972-76 

AVG 

2,770 

o 

4,990 

Jtf 

1,310 

1,090 

666 

P  jy 

27,000 

1/  Ground  launched  antitank  missiles 


U.S. 

1972-76 

AVG 

USSR/U.S. 

RATIO 

1972-76 

469 

5.9:1 

1,556 

3.2:1 

162 

8:1 

573 

1.9:1 

733 

0.8:1 

27,351 

1:1 

U.S./USSR  RELATIVE  PRODUCTION  RATES 
IN 

GROUND  AND  TACAIR  FQRCLEQLLLEMEMT 

Over  the  past  five  years,  average  Soviet  production  of  major  items  of 

GROUND  AND  TACAIR  WARFARE  EQUIPMENT  —  TANKS,  ARMORED  PERSONNEL  CARRIERS,  ARTILLERY 
PIECES,  TACTICAL  AIRCRAFT,  HELICOPTERS,  AND  ANTI-TANK  GUIDED  MISSILES  "  IS 
ESTIMATED  TO  HAVE  EXCEEDED  QUANTITATIVELY  THAT  OF  THE  U.S.  —  EXCEPT  WITH  RESPECT 
TO  HELICOPTERS  —  BY  THE  MARGINS  INDICATED. 


CHANGES  IN  QUANTITIES  OF  MILITARY 
EQUIPMENTS  -  U.S./U.S.S.R. 
(1966-1976) 


TANKS 


ARTILLERY 


TACTICAL  AIRCRAFT  HELICOPTERS 


ERQUHD..AHD  TACTICAL  AIR  FORCES  MILITARY  ESU1PKU  -  U.S./U.S.S.R^ 

Soviet  tank  inventories  exceed  those  of  the  U.S.  by  nearly  Z  to  1,  despite  recent 

INCREASES  IN  U.S.  TANK  INVENTORIES, 

The  Soviets  have  more  than  3  times  as  much  artillery, 

The  Soviets  have  modern,  capable  tactical  aircraft  in  greater  numbers  than  the 
U.S.,  although  the  quality  of  new  Soviet  aircraft  is  less  than  the  newest  U.S,  models, 

In  helicopters,  the  U.S.  maintains  a  significant  numerical  lead,  although  Soviet 

INVENTORIES  ARE  GROWING  RAPIDLY,  AND  THEIR  MODERN  HELICOPTERS  ARE  TECHNICALLY  COM¬ 
PETITIVE  WITH  CURRENT  U.S.  MODELS. 


CHANGES  IN  THE  SOVIET  TANK  DIVISION,  1976  COMPARED  TO  1964 


Medium  Tanks  Artillery  Pieces  Men  Number  of  Divisions 

CHANGES  IN  THE  SOVIET  M0T0RIZE0  RIFLE  DIVISION,  1976  COMPARED  TO  1964 


Includes  artillery  and  mortars  100  mm  or  larger,  and  multiple  rocket  launchers. 


SOVIET  GROUND  FORCES  ARE  BEING  MODERNIZED 

The  Soviets  have  done  much  to  increase  the  combat  effectiveness  of  their 

TANK  AND  MOTORIZED  RIFLE  DIVISIONS,  PARTICULARLY  THOSE  ORIENTED  TOWARD  EUROPE. 

Ground  forces  now  have  much  greater  combined-arms  power,  speed  and  air  defense 

PROTECTION  THAN  THEY  HAD  A  DECADE  AGO. 

--  A  NEW  MEDIUM  TANK  (THE  T-72)  IS  NOW  BEING  DEPLOYED  TO  UNITS  IN 
Europe  in  significant  numbers. 

--  Soviet  artillery  has  been  improved  with  the  introduction  of 

SELF-PROPELLED  WEAPONS  WITH  ARMORED  CREW  PROTECTION. 

--  The  combat  power  and  support  capabilities  of  Soviet  divisions  have 

BEEN  ENHANCED  THROUGH  LARGER  ORGANIZATIONS. 


CENTRAL  EUROPEAN  BALANCE 


QUANTITATIVE  FACTORS 


NATO  LEADS 
(NUMBERS  OF) 

FORCE 

CHARACTERISTIC 

PACT  LEADS 
(NUMBERS  OF) 

MANPOWER 

—  TROOPS 

—  DIVISIONS 

—  TACTICAL  NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS 

GROUND  FORCE 
WEAPONS 

—  TANKS 

—  RECON  VEHICLES 

-  MAJOR  ANTI-TANK  SYSTEMS 

-  ARMORED  PERSONNEL 

CARRIERS 

-  HELICOPTERS 

-  TACTICAL  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

AIR  FORCE 

WEAPONS 

j  —  ARTILLERY  AND  MULTIPLE 
ROCKET  LAUNCHERS 

—  AIR  DEFENSE  GUNS  AND 
MISSILES 

—  AIR  DEFENSE  AIRCRAFT 

—  GROUND  ATTACK  AIRCRAFT 

—  RECON  AIRCRAFT 

CEMTRAL  EUROPEAN  BALANCE  -  NATQ/WARSAK  PACT 

Central  European  force  postures  and  developments  suggest  that,  unless  counter¬ 
balanced  with  NATO  force  improvements,  increasing  Soviet  firepower  and  mobility 
could  begin  to  give  Warsaw  Pact  forces  an  unacceptable  advantage. 

Asymmetries  other  than  those  shown  above  that  influence  the  assessment  include 

THE  FOLLOWING: 

CATO  advantages: 

C  A  DEFENSIVE  MISSION  WITH  ADVANTAGES  OF  INTERIOR  LINES  AND  FAMILIAR 
TERRAIN. 

o  Superior  individual  aircraft  capabilities,  tactical  air  pilot 

SKILLS  AND  COMMAND  AND  CONTROL. 

Warsaw  Pact  Advantages: 

o  The  initiatives  in  choosing  the  time  and  nature  of  attack. 
o  High  standardization  of  weapons  systems. 

O  f'ORE  COHESIVE  AND  BETTER  PROTECTED  CHAIN  OF  COMMAND, 

0  SOPHISTICATED  AND  EXTENSIVE  CBR  CAPABILITIES. 

READILY  AVAILABLE  RESERVE  FORCES,  WELL  INTEGRATED  WITH  THE  ACTIVE 
FORCE. 
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US/USSR  COMBATANT  SHIP  DELIVERIES  v 
1966-1976 


2.05S.S29  TONS 


□ 

□ 


UNOE RV*'A Y  REPLEN- 
ISM  VENT 

MAJOR  COMBATANTS 
10  000  TONS  OR  MORE 


777\  MAJOR  COMBATANTS 
1000-10  000  TONS 


MINOR  COMBATANTS 
100  1.000  TONS 


SUBMARINES 


V  SUPPORT  SHIPS  OTHER  THAN  THOSE  CAPABLE  OF  UNDERWAY  REPLENISHMENT  ARE  NOT  INCLUOED 


U.S./U.S.S.R.  NAVAL  COMBATANT  DELIVERIES 
Since  1966,  the  Soviets  have  added  more  than  three  times  as  many  ships  to 

THEIR  FLEET  AS  HAS  THE  U.S.  THEY  STILL  EMPHASIZE  SMALLER  SHIPS  FOR  OPERATING 
ADJACENT  TO  THE  EURASIAN  LAND  MASS,  ALTHOUGH  THE  SIZE  OF  MAJOR  SOVIET  SURFACE  COM¬ 
BATANTS  HAS  GROWN  STEADILY.  The  U.S.  HAS  LONG  EMPHASIZED  LARGE  COMBATANTS  FOR 
OPERATIONS  IN  DISTANT  OCEAN  AREAS.  THUS,  THE  U.S.  HAS  ADDED  SMALLER  NUMBERS  OF 
SHIPS  BUT  MORE  TONNAGE  TO  ITS  FLEET. 

This  chart  compares  quantitatively,  but  not  qualitatively,  the  U.S.  and  U.S.S.R. 

SHIPBUILDING  PROGRAMS  —  SUBMARINES,  MINOR  COMBATANTS,  MAJOR  COMBATANTS  (UNDER  AND 
OVER  1C, 000  TONS)  AND  UNDERWAY  REPLENISHMENT  SHIPS. 


CHARACTERISTICS  AND  CHANGES  IN 
GENERAL  PURPOSE*NAVAL  FORCES  -  U.S./U.S.S.R. 


MILLIONS  OF  TONS 


•DOES  NOT  INCLUDE  BALLISTIC  MISSILE  CARRYING  SUBMARINES 


CHARACTERISTICS  AMP  CHANGES  IN  NAVAL  FORCES  -  U.S./U.S.S.R. 

A  1976  COMPARISON  OF  THE  NUMBER  OF  SHIPS  AND  TOTAL  TONNAGE  OF  THE  TWO  NAVIES 
SHOWS  TWO  ASYMMETRIES.  FIRST,  THE  SOVIETS  HAVE  MORE  SHIPS  OF  SMALLER  TONNAGE.  THIS 
IS  CONSISTENT  WITH  THEIR  TRADITIONAL  VIEW  THAT  THE  ilAVY  IS  THE  SEAWARD  EXTENSION  OF 

the  Red  Army,  and  thus  has  been  largely  coastal  in  orientation. 

Second,  the  U.S.  leads  in  displacement.  We  have  historically  built  ships  capable 

OF  DEPLOYMENT  IN  DISTANT  WATERS. 

While  the  numbers  of  ships  in  eoth  navies  have  declined  the  mix  of  ships  in 
the  Soviet  Navy  is  changing  toward  larger,  more  capable  ships,  as  they  build  air- 
capable  ships  and  cruisers, 

When  the  contributions  of  principal  allies  on  both  sides  are  included,  the 

NUMBERS  OF  SHIPS  TEND  TO  BE  EQUIVALENT,  WHILE  THE  TONNAGE  ADVANTAGE  FOR  THE  U.S.  AND 
ITS  ALLIES  IS  INCREASED. 
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CHANGES  IN  NAVAL  FORCE  LEVELS  —  U.S.  /  U.S.S.R. 


(1966-1976) 


ATTACK  SUBMARINES  MAJOR  SURFACE  COMBATANTS 
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YEAR  YEAR 


NUMBER 

OF 

PLATFORMS 


66  67  68  69  70  71  72  73  74  75  76 

YEAR 


AMPHIBIOUS  SHIPS 


YEAR 


CHANGES  ULNAYAL  fQRCE  LEVELS  -  U.S. /U.S.S.R. 

The  Soviet  force  has  become  numerically  smaller  with  the  retirement  of  large 

NUMBERS  OF  DIESEL  SUBMARINES.  HOWEVER,  THE  SOVIETS  RETAIN  A  3-TG-l  ADVANTAGE  IN 
ATTACK  SUBMARINES. 

The  Soviets  have  20%  greater  numbers  of  major  surface  combatants  ~  aircraft 

CARRIERS.,  CRUISERS,  DESTROYERS,  AND  FRIGATES.  ThE  U.S.  HAS  AN  UNQUESTIONED  LEAD  IN 
SEA-BASED  AVIATION. 

There  is  a  marked  asymmetry  in  the  way  the  two  Navies  have  dispersed  their 

OFFENSIVE,  STANDOFF  WEAPONS  CAPABILITY.  U.S.  STANDOFF,  OFFENSIVE  STRENGTH  LIES 
ALMOST  ENTIRELY  IN  13  AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS,  WHEREAS  THE  SOVIETS  HAVE  SOME  240  SHIPS 
WITH  STANDOFF  WEAPONS  CAPABILITY. 


The  Soviets  have  built  a  force  of  amphibious  lift  ships  which  numerically 

EXCEEDS  OURS.  HOWEVER,  U.S.  ASSAULT  CAPABILITY  AND  FLEXIBILITY  EXCEEDS  THEIRS. 
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R.  COMB 


JISTARIT  b  LfLU  I  IllUil 


CALENDAR  YEAR 


INCLUDES  AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS.  MAJOR  SURFACE  COMBATANTS  GENE  RAL 
PURPOSE  SUBMARINES  MINOR  SURFACE  COMBATANTS.  AMPHIBIOUS  SHIPS 
AND  MINE  WARFARE  SHIPS 


U.S./U.S.S.R.  COMBATANT  SHIP-CAYS 

q;;  distant  c^plqymojt 

As  significant  as  the  growth  of  the  Soviet  Navy  is  the  worldwide  deployment 
of  Soviet  ships  on  a  routine  basis,  beginning  in  the  early  19CC's. 

Recently,  the  Soviets  have  maintained  a  steady  naval  presence  at  a 

LEVEL  ABOUT  TWG-THIRDS  THAT  OF  THE  U.S. 


US/USSR  COMBATANT  DEPLOYMENTS* 

(AVERAGE  CY  66  AND  76) 
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1966  1976 
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1966  1976 

MEDITERRANEAN 


14  JANUARY  1977 


*  INCLUDES  AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS.  GENERAL  PURPOSE  SUBMARINES.  MAJOR  SURFACE  COM 
BAT  ANTS.  MINOR  SURFACE  COMBATANTS.  AMPHIBIOUS  SHIPS.  AND  MINE  WARFARE  SHIPS, 


GEOGRAPHICAL  DISTRIBUTION  OF 
U.S./U.S.S.R.  COMBATANT.  DEPLOYWEHIS 

The  Soviet  Union  has  adopted  a  naval  deployment  pattern  quite  dissimilar  to 
THAT  OF  THE  U.5, 

This  chart  shows  19C6  comparisons  to  the  left  and  197C  comparisons  to  the  right, 
for  each  major  ocean  area.  Naval  contributions  of  the  nations  allied  with  the  U.S. 
and  THE  U.S.S.R.  ARE  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  THESE  COMPARISONS. 


CURRENT  US/USSR  MARITIME  BALANCE 


U.S. 

•  OPEN  ACCESS  TO  OCEANS 

•  LONG  DISTANCES  TO  ALLIES 

•  SEA  CONTROL/POWER 

PROJECTION 

•  FEW  LARGE  SHIPS 

•  SEA  BASED  AVIATION 

•  ATTACK  SUBMARINES 

•  AMPHIBIOUS  FORCES 

•  MARGINAL  ANTI  AIR 

WARFARE  CAPABILITY 

•  ANTI  SUBMARINE  WARFARE 

•  AIR  COVER 

•  EXCELLENT  UNDERWAY 

REPLENISHMENT 

•  WORLDWIDE  BASE 

STRUCTURE 

•  MAJOR  ADVANTAGE- 

OFFENSIVE  AND 
OFFENSIVE  TECHNOLOGY 

•  EXTENSIVE  EXERCISES 

•  VOLUNTEER  FORCE 

•  WARTIME  EXPERIENCE 


FACTOR 

GEOGRAPHY 

MISSIONS 

OFFENSIVE 

CAPABILITY 


DEFENSIVE 

CAPABILITY 


SUSTAINED 

OPERATIONS 

TECHNOLOGY 


EXPERIENCE 


SOVIET  UNION 

•  CONSTRAINED  ACCESS  TO  OCEANS 

•  SHORT  DISTANCES  TO  ALLIES 

•  SEA  DENIAL/PERIPHERAL  SEA  CONTROL 

•  LAND  BASED  NAVAL  AIR  FORCE 

•  MANY  SMALLER  SHIPS 

•  ANTI  SHIP  MISSILE  SYSTEM 

•  ATTACK  SUBMARINES 

•  MARGINAL  ANTI  AIR  WARFARE  CAPABILITY 

•  INADEQUATE  ANTI  SUBMARINE  WARFARE 
INADEQUATE  SEA  BASED  AIR 


•  LIMITED  UNDERWAY  REPLENISHMENT 

•  LIMITED  OVERSEAS  BASE  SYSTEM 

•  ANTI  SHIP  MISSILES  AND  SURFACE  OCEAN 

SURVEILLANCE 

•  LIMITED  AT-SEA  TIME 
•MANNING  BY  CONSCRIPTS 


CURRENT  US/USSR  MARITIME  BALANCE 

The  U.S,  Navy  has  operated  successfully  at  sea  for  many  years  in  the  sea 

CONTROL  AND  PROJECTION  MISSIONS.  SHIPBUILDING  AND  R&D  PROGRAMS  AS  WELL  AS  EXERCISES 
HAVE  LONG  BEEN  DIRECTED  TOWARD  OPERATIONS  ON  THE  WORLD  OCEANS.  On  THE  OTHER  HAND,  THE 

Soviets  had  not  operated  extensively  at  sea  between  the  time  of  the  Russo-Japanese 
War  of  1905  and  the  Okean-1970  Fxercjse.  Soviet  ships  and  submarines  have  improved 

RAPIDLY  IN  CAPABILITY  DURING  THE  PAST  DECADE,  BUT  THE  USSR  IS  STILL  BEHIND  OVERALL 
IN  EMBODYING  TECHNOLOGY  IN  NAVAL  SYSTEMS. 

Overall,  the  U.S.  Navy  currently  maintains  a  margin  of  superiority  which  permits 
it  to  carry  out  its  missions  of  protecting  our  sea  lines  of  communication  to  our 
allies,  projecting  power  ashore  at  great  distances  from  the  II, S.,  and  maintaining  a 
consistent  presence  in  the  vital  ocean  areas  of  the  world.  However,  the  Sovift 
Navy's  ability  to  challenge  U.S.  forces  on  the  high  seas  is  increasingly  more 
convincing,  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  Soviet  *Uvy  has  built  a  force  clearly  capable 
of  sea  control  and  power  projection  ashore  in  ocean  areas  peripheral  to  the  Soviet 
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When  one  considers  the  Strategic  Nuclear,  Naval,  and  Central  European  Front 
Balances  together,  it  is  clear  that  significant  changes  in  Soviet  capabilities  have 
OCCURRED  IN  THE  PAST  15  YEARS,  THE  SOVIETS  HAVE  COME  FROM  THE  UNSOPHISTICATED,  CON“ 
TINENTALLY  CONFINED,  ARMED  FORCES  OF  THE  PAST  WORLD  WAR  II  DAYS  TC  CLEAR  MILITARY 
SUPERPOWER  STATUS  IN  THE  1070's. 

There  is  growing  momentum  in  Soviet  military  programs  and  in  the  emerging  pattern 

OF  THE  PROJECTION  GF  SOVIET  POWER. 
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U.S.  DEFENSE  BUDGET  TRENDS  (TOA) 


U.S.  DEFENSE  BUDGET  TRENDS 

The  U.S.  Defense  budget  has  decreased  in  real  terms  (corrected  for  inflation) 
by  20*  from  the  1968  wartime  peak.  Today,  in  real  terms  (corrected  for  inflation),  it 
IS  *7  BILLION  BELOW  THE  LEVELS  OF  THE  PREWAR,  EARLY  I960' S, 

Trends  are  shown  here  in  terms  of  Total  Obligational  Authority  (TOA).  The  broken 
line  shows  total  TOA  (in  constant  FY  1978  dollars);  the  thick  line  labeled  "baseline" 
shows  the  trend  of  resources  devoted  to  military  capability  (excluding  SEAsia  war 
costs,  retired  pay,  and  foreign  military  sales);  and  the  lower  curve  shows  the  progression 
of  Defense  budgets  as  they  appeared  in  current  dollars  (not  corrected  for  inflation). 
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SHARES  OF  THE  U.S.  BUPHFT 

U.S,  Defense  spending  today  has  stabilized  at  about  257  of  the  total  Federal 
Budget  —  the  lowest  share  since  FY  124C,  shortly  before  Pearl  Harbor  —  having 
dropped  from  l\ZZ  in  prewar  1904. 

As  SHOWN,  benefit  payments  to  individuals  and  grants  have  increased  FROM  A  307 
SHARE  OF  THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET  TO  957  DURING  THE  SAME  PERIOD. 


U  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  BUDGET 

DEFENSE  BUDGET  TOTALS 

($  IN  BILLIONS) 


FY  1978 

PRESIDENTS  PROPOSED 


FY  7964 

FV  7974 

FY  1 975 

FY  1976 

FY  1977 

BUDGET 

INCREASE 

current  dollars 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

REQUEST 

FY  1977-78 

Total  Obligational 
Authority  (TOAI 

50.6 

85.7 

87.9 

97.5 

110.2 

123.1 

13  0 

Budget  Authority  (BA) 

50.7 

88.9 

915 

102.2 

106.6 

120.5 

13  8 

Outlays 

50.8 

78.4 

86.0 

88.5 

98.3 

110.1 

77  8 

CONSTANT 

FY  1978  DOLLARS 

Total  Obligational 
Authority  1TOA) 

124.7 

113.0 

106.6 

110  8 

116.9 

123.1 

6.3 

Budget  Authority  IBA) 

124.8 

118.5 

111.0 

116.2 

113.1 

120.5 

7  4 

Outlays 

123.2 

107.0 

105.0 

101.0 

104.6 

110.1 

5.5 

It  is  clear  to  those  who  study  the  military  ealance  that,  if  the  c.S.  is  ti 
contribute  to  peace  and  stability  in  the  world  and  not  slip  INTO  a  position  of 
inferiority,  the  adverse  budget  trends  cf  the  past  1C- is  years  must  be  promptly 

arrested. 


This  chart  shows  where  the  FY  137F  budget  -  with  which  we  are  attempts  to 
continue  checking  these  adverse  trends  by  stopping  the  downtrend  (in  real  terms) 

,N  U.S.  DEFENSE  SPENDING  -  STANDS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  BUDGETS  OVER  PAST  YEARS.  , HE 
TOP  THREE  LINES  DISPLAY  DATA,  WITH  PREWAR  FY  19W  FOR  REFERENCE,  IK  TERMS  OF 
CURRENT  OR  "THEN  YEAR"  DOLLARS  (NOT  CORRECTED  FOR  INFLATION).  ThE  BOTTOM  SECT! UN 
OF  THE.  CHART  PRESENTS  THE  SAME  DATA  IN  REAL  TERMS  ...  CONSTANT  TY  197E  DOLLARS 
(CORRECTED  for  inflation). 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  BUDGET 

FINANCIAL  SUMMARY 


FY  1964 

FY  1974 

FY  1975 

FY  1976 

FY  1977 

FY  1978 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

DOD/MAP  as  Percentage: 

Federal  Budget  (Outlays) 

42.9% 

29.2% 

26.5% 

24.1% 

23.9% 

25.0% 

Gross  National  Product 

8.2% 

5.8% 

6.0% 

5.5% 

5.4% 

5.4% 

Labor  Force 

8.3% 

5.3% 

5.2% 

5.0% 

5.0% 

5.1% 

Net  Public  Spending 

28.6% 

18.1% 

17.3% 

15.9% 

16.0% 

16.5% 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  BUDGET 

EMltLiHt 

The  President  proposed  that  DoD  outlays  increase  by  $5.5  billion  from  FY 
1977  to  FY  1978  —  up  from  $1C4.6  billion  to  $110.1  billion  in  real  terms. 

UOWFVER,  EVEN  IF  CONGRESS  WERE  TO  APPROVE  THE  ENTIRE  AMOUNT,  THE  PORTION  OF  THE 
nation's  ECONOMIC  RESOURCES  ALLOCATED  TO  DEFENSE  WOULD  REMAIN  HISTORICALLY  LOW. 

In  FY  1977,  it  would  be  the  lowest  level  in  over  a  quarter  of  a  century. 

o  Defense  represents  23.9*  of  the  Federal  Budget,  the  lowest  level  since 
PRIOR  TO  THE  KOREAN  WAR. 

o  Defense  as  a  percent  of  GNP  at  5.9"  in  FY  1977  represents  the  lowest 

SHARE  SINCE  PRIOR  TO  THE  KOREAN  WAR. 

o  Defense  Employment  (including  military,  civilian  and  defense  industry) 
REPRESENTS  5.0"  OF  THE  LABOR  FORCE,  THE  LOWEST  LEVEL  SINCE  PRIOR  TO 
Pearl  Harbor, 

o  In  terms  of  net  public  spending  (Fcderal  and  state  and  local)  defense 
REPRESENTS  16. CD  OF  THE  TOTAL.  FOR  FY  197C  AND  FY  1977,  THE  DEFENSE 
SHARES  OF  NET  PUBLIC  SPENDING  ARE  THE  LOWEST  RELATIVE  SHARES  SINCE 
rnioF.  to  Pearl  Harbor. 


U.S.  FEDERAL  OUTLAYS  -  CONSTANT  1978  DOLLARS 
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U,S,  FEDERAL  OUTLAY  .PAIIEBK 

Our  Nation's  non-defense  spending  can  no  longer  be  funded  out  of  the  Defense 
Budget.  Today,  non-defense  expenditures  are  nearly  three  tines  those  of  Defense. 

In  the  extreme: 

o  A  10"  increase  in  non-defense  spending,  taken  from  the  DoD  budget,  would 

MEAN  A  CRIPPLING  30%  CUT. 

0  A  33%  INCREASE  IN  NON-DEFENSE  SPENDING,  FUNDED  FROM  DEFENSE  SPENDING 
WOULD  ViEE  CUT  THE  DEFENSE  ESTABLISHMENT  ALTOGETHER, 


The  military  capabilities  of  the  two  global  powers  -- 

THE  U.S,  AND  THE  SOVIET  UNION  —  ARE  TODAY  ROUGHLY  EQUIVALENT. 

Adverse  trends  of  the  10-15  year  period  which  ended  in  1976 

APPEAR  TO  HAVE  BEEN  ARRESTED  BY  REAL  GROWTH  IN  THE  FY  1976  AND 
FY  1977  BUDGETS.  To  ALLOW  THEM  to  CONTINUE  WOULD  HAVE  AMOUNTED 
TO  A  CONSCIOUS  DECISION  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  — 
REPRESENTED  BY  THEIR  REPRESENTATIVES  AND  SENATORS  IN  THE  U.S. 

Congress  —  to  allow  the  United  States  to  become  militarily 

INFERIOR  TO  THE  SOVIET  UNION.  STEADINESS  OF  PURPOSE  AND  A 
SUSTAINED  EFFORT  OVER  A  PERIOD  OF  YEARS  WILL  BE  REQUIRED  TO 
COUNTERBALANCE  THE  SOVIET  MILITARY  EXPANSION  WE  OBSERVE. 

If  the  United  States  were  to  make  a  decision  which  allowed 

THE  U.S.  TO  SLIP  TO  A  POSITION  OF  MILITARY  INFERIORITY,  WE  WOULD 
SOON  BE  LIVING  IN  AN  UNSTABLE  WORLD  —  A  WORLD  FUNDAMENTALLY 
DIFFERENT  AND  MORE  DANGEROUS  THAN  THE  ONE  WE  HAVE  KNOWN  DURING 
OUR  LIFETIMES. 

IT  COULD  BE  A  DECISION  AS  DANGEROUS  AS  THE  DECISION  BY  THE 
DEMOCRACIES  PRIOR  TO  WORLD  WAR  II  NOT  TO  ARM  AND  PREPARE  AS 

Hitler  was  mobilizing,  It  would  be  worse,  because  we  are  the 

NATION  THAT  TURNED  THE  TIDE  AND  PREVENTED  A  VICTORY  BY  FASCISM, 
AND  TODAY  THERE  IS  NO  NATION  TO  DO  THAT  FOR  US, 


IT  IS  FOR  US  TO  DO  —  WE  MUST  DO  IT.  I  BELIEVE  WE  SHALL. 


